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The Costs of Soviet Invohement
in Afghanistan ('

Soviet lenders continue to express (rustration over the protracied war in
Afghanistan. This was evidem at the party congress in February 1986
when General Secretary Gorbachev refesred to the war as a “bleeding
wound.” Seviet involvement in Afghanistan has led to periodic consure
within the United Nations, become a stumblingblock to improved Sino-
Sovict relations, and complicaied Soviet policy toward nations in the
nonaligned movement. At home, pockets ol social unrest related to
Afghanistan, the diversion of cnergies from pressing economic problems,
and dissatisfaction in the political hicrarchy over the failure to end the war
also probably worry the leadership. {

The war has not been a substantial drain on the Sovict cconomy so far, al-
though the costs of the war have been rising faster than total defense
spending. We estimate that from their injtial invasion in December 1979
ahrough 1986 the Sovicts have spent abont 15 billion rubles on the conduct
of the war. OF this 1otal, about 3 billion rubles would have been spent aver
the seven-year period even if the USSR had not occupied Afghanistan.

Our estimate of tolal costs is more likely to be high than low. In calculating
the te1al, we used the high side of a range of estimated aircraft losses; use
ol the Jow estimate for alreraft losses wonld reduce our estimates of the 10~
1al cost of the war by nearly 2 billion rubles, We also used an accounting
procedure that assigned maximum costs for equipment replacement, Use of
an accounting procedure based on depreciated values would reduce our cost
estimates by another 3-3.5 billion rubles.

Measured in dollars—what it would have cost the United States to
procure, operate,and maintain the same force in Afghanistan—we esti-
mate that the total cost through the scven years of the war has been less
than $50 billion. This is only 75 percent of what the war in Yietnam cost
the United States in the peak year of 1963.

The Soviels have been able to contain the costs of the war because:
# They have increased the commitment of troops only gradually. Manpow-

er levels have risen Irom 80,000 in 1980 ta the present in-country
strength of approximately 120,000,
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» The Soviets have nsed consesvalive tactics to minimize human and
matctiel Josses. We estimate they have suffered 30,000 to 35,000 combat
casuallies, a third of whom died. Much of the cqunpmcnt and expenda-
bles has been drawn from old stocks.

= Savict supply lines lo Afghanistan are relatively short. often shorter than
some Lhat serve Soviet iroops within the Soviet Union.

» The Afghan Government has been reguired to pay for most arms and
some of the cconomic assistance it reseives from the USSR with natural
gas transfers. The total value of this aid—3.5 billion rubles—is, there-
fore, excluded from our 15-billion-ruble estimate of the total cost of the
war.

Sovict costs. although relatively low, have been growing steadily. In both

1985 and 1986, Moscow spent nearly 3 billion rubles on the conduct of the
war, or some 2 to 2.5 percent of totat defense spending, compared with an
average of about 2 billion rubles over the previous five years. While this is
still fow in relative terms, as an increment 1o the toizl defense budget it is

. heginning to 1ake on increasing significance. Much of the rising cost of the

war is traceable to increases in Soviet air operations and the resulting -
higher aircraft losses. During 1984 and 1985 the Sovicls may have lost
more than 300 aircraft from all causes. Nearly 90 percent of these were
helicopters. In 1985 the replacement cost of the helicopters estimated to
have been destroyed in Afghanistan amounted to 35 pereent of total Soviel
military helicopter procurement costs in that year. These factors have more
than offse1 the savings from the substantial reduction in ground forces
combat activily that occurred in 1986 as purt of the Sovict policy of
turning more of the cembat burden over 1a the Afghan army,

The costs of the war appear fikely to coptinue their gradual rise.
Construction, force augmentations, and Soviel employment tacties all
indicate that the increased emphasis an air eperations cbserved since 1983
will cominue for at least another year:

» Analysis of improvements occurring at airfields in Afghanistan suggests
that they are probably intended to support new aireralt deliverics, expand
jogistic capabilitizs, and improve security.

» The number of Saviet helicopters in Afghanistan is inercasing, and air
operations during 1986 exceeded those of 1985,
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» Helicopiers zre being used more extensively in support of Seviet special
forces to seck qut and attack insurgent groups. ©

Despite the increasing trend, however, the cconomic costs resulting from
these cperational developments are unlikely, in our view, (o be of sufficient
magnitude to constitute 2 significunt connterweight to the political and
security implications the Sovitis would attach 1o withdrawsl under circum-
stances that coutd be seen a3 a defeat. Indeed, we believe the recent rising
trend in economic cost is more a reflection of determination in Moscow to
counter a better armed insurgency and thus shows continued willingness to
incur whatever burden is necessary.
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Scope Note

The Costs of Soriet Involvemwent
in Afghanistar -

In 1985 a major paper on Sovict military involvement in Afghanistan was
published, The estimate of the cost of the Afghan war to the Sovists
reporied in that paper was thought by some anxlysts 1o be loo low. This pa-
per presents the results of a comprehensive review of the methodology and
data used to generate the manpower, materic), activity Jevels, and coats
associated with the Afghan war. It traces the trend in, and the cests of,
Soviet involvement Curing seven years of the war (rom 1980 through 1986;
bricfly describes the findings of new research into activity levels, expendi-
tures of supplics and cquipment, construction of Facilitics, and personnel
costs; and measures the impact of these costs on the military as a whole.
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The Costs of Soviet Involvement
in Algkanistan (U}

Introduction

In 1979, against & background of slowing cconomic
growth and military spending, the Soviet Union in-
vaded Afghanistan to support a fledgling Marxist
gevernment threatened by civi) war and immineat
collapsc. Moscuw’s basic goal was to easure the
conlinuation of a pro-Soviet Communist regime that
could rule the couniry oa its own without a large
Soviet military presence. At the time, the Soviets
feferred to the invasion as "limited™ and “1empo-
rry.” hoping that the xccession of & more moderate
regime in Kabul under Babsak Karmal, coupled with
the Soviet military presence, would intimidate the
insurgents, bolaler 1he Afghsn army, and enable most
of the Soviet troops 1o withdraw within 2 couple of
ant o

Seven years Iater, the Sovicts find themselves bogged
down in a guertille war, the Soviet-installed regime in
Kabul remains weak and ineflective, and the Afghan
military remains incapable of quelling a resistance
that has grovn substantially in numbers, effective-
s, and popular support. Soviet officlals now pri-
vately concede that their leadership miscalculated the
difficultics of achieving their goals snd underestimat-
ed the long-term costs of their invelvement in Alfghan.
istan,

In eslimating the roble cost 1o the Soviets of their
invelvement in Afghanistan, we first estimated the
cosls that are common to all military forces. These
include outlays for military personnel, normal opera-
tions and maintenzrce, construction, and the precure-
ment of equipment and supplics. We then estimated
the incremental costs—those unique to 2 wartime
situsiion such as the replacement and repair of large
quantitics of equipment desiroyed and damaged; the
canenditiire of ammunition: and extraordinary medi-
cal, aperating, and construction costs.

r
- .

&'g For manpower and order of battle, we have
mgh confidence in our estimates. We have much less
confidence in our estimates of equipment losses and of
consumplion of petroleum, oil, lubricants (POL), and
ammunition because the evidence is not as good.

e -y

Ouc eslimates of the cost of Soviet military aciivities
in Afghanistan for 1926 arc preliminary. They are
based on known deployments and observed pattems of
Soviet operautions in Afghanisian during most of 1ke
year. These catimates, therzfore, arc less certain than
those for the petiod 1930-83, for which we.have more
reliable and detailed datx on equipment holdings,
losses of matericl, and rates of operation.

The Scriet Commitmaent of Manpower and Materied

Since the invasion in December 1979, the Soviels
bave increased the number of troops and the quantity
and quality of weapons deployed in Afghanistan.
Concurrent with the increases, the Soviets shilted
their tactics from massed combined-arms sweeps to
increasing reliance on small-unit opesations, depopu-
latiort of key resistance areas, and control of insurgent
access through the border provinees. Though this shift
was probably driven by military and political consid-
eradions, it has kept the war a relatively low-cost
cffort.

Munpower

In mid-1980 the Sovicts had approximately 80,000
troops in Afghanistan. By mid-1986 this Rgure had
increased to sbout 120,000 (see 1zble 1) Those Sovict:rn
military personnel in the USSR wha support the
fighting lull-time are estimated to have increased
from 20,000 to 40,000 duriag thc period 1980-86. The
data were extrapolated from the number of military
persoenel in the Turkestan MD in 1980 who were
estimated 10 be cngaged full-lime in supporting the
war.
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Table 1
Sovlet Milltary Munpower In
Afghanisian, 1580 and 1986

- 1930 tos Pereost
. . i Increase
Total maapeer e I £
Combat personiet 49,000 74,500 3
Rear servicey and 21,500 30,000 0
sapport peronnel
Milisary sdvisers 2.000 w00 1o
Combaipenoamet |~ 0N 5,000 &
Rear services =nd 4,500 .500 o
suppert personnet

OFf the 120,000 Soviet troops in country, less than half
are available for offensive aclion because of the need
to deploy some units semipermanently 1o defend
major bases and lines of communication. We estimate
that the cucrent in-country troop sircngth is inade-
quate to neutralize the insorgency and gain control of
the country. The Sovicts clearly have the capability 1o
increase substantially their lorces i Afghanistan.
Instesd, they have increased their roop strength only
moderately over the years, This approach has kept
Sovict combat casualties low. We estimate that over
the seven-year period 1930-86, the Sovicts suffered
30,000 to 35.000 casuallics, 2 third of whom died,

Largely as a result of their changed tactics, the

Soviets have besn somewhat more successful since

1985 in accomplishing thosz missions necessary to

cope with the insurgeney, including:

+ Reducing the Row of outside aid to 1he insusgents.

» Actively seeking out and engaging insurgent groups
rather than waiting fer them to strike.

+ Detecting movement in advance of an attack and
maving troops rapidly enough to intercep! and en-
gage insurgent units.

= Undermining the insurgents’ civitian base of
support,

« Building up the ability of the Afghan military to
assume a mere active role in the fighting.

A 1~

Materiel

Qur cost estimates are based on intelligence on Soviet
malcriel used in the war cffort—equipment holdings
and the destruction and expenditure of supplies and
equipment in Afghanistan. Detailed estimates fos
1986 are not yel available, but preliminary judgmens
about 3935 are based on known cvents and observed
changes since 1985,

Estimates of equipment holdings through 1935 are
agreed [ntclligence Community data - N

Uatn on
cquIpMEnt Nestrayed and URMaged come from de-
taited anafysis I great deal of

unceniainty is IRnceent h incsc Uailg" )

‘hiese unrnuwn oata arc necded for cukeola-
tions of replacement costs, so they must be estimated.

Buring the period 1980-85 the USSR slowly in-
creased and modernized its equipment holdings in
Afghanistan, partly in response to the stepped-up
tempo of the insurgeney and partly in Jine with the
policy of overall force modemization (see table 2). The
Sovict fighter /fighter-bomber aircraft order of battle
increased by about 65 percent during this time and
the number of helicopiers by rbout 20 percent. The
greatest total increase in aircralt (both fixed and
ratary wing) occurred in 1984 and 1985 as a result of
stepped-vp air attacks on Mujahedin forees. The air
force was also modernized as older MIG-21s and
M1-8s were replaced by newer, more capable
M1G-23, SU-17, and M1I-24 aircraft. In 1981 the first
squadron of SU-255—the Soviets® newest ground at-
tack airerafll—appeared in Afghanistan

The pace of intreduction of pewer, mare capable
equipment for the geound forces in Afghanisian was
slower than that for the air forccs. From 1980 through
1985 the number of major items of equipment in-
creaged by only abour 10 pereent. In fact, table 2
shows a decline in the tank inventory belween 1930




M Tade 2 ‘ =
Selected Seviet Military Equipmint -
in Afghanisian, 1920-85
1950 " 1932 1983 7] 1535
Fighter/faMicr-bombers Lo s ”» Lk 50 13
l men 83 © s T s
TTmiem T T o o
suar T 3 10 s
sus .0 o8 s
Helicopters ] 338 P .8
M _‘ . T 125
M1 I SO - RO
Mi-6 DT B T
Gromad focvet equipment - v e e ——
Tasks 3o mwo s g T e T
T-34/53 us_ L. 1.!-1?‘ - T TR M
1-81 498 W 63 0 40 550
Armored personned carrien) 253 215 X T S Y " R 77 3358
sreaoesd combut vehica e e e o e B
ETR-50 e o ... L L) o o
BTR-40 940 L. Hy 933 735 20 105 .
BIR-10 ... . __4.55 ) L 505 1343 1670
—BMD L LM e S o s 365 30
BMPIZ "s ms 920 1.065 1040 . 1400
Qb2 L. W wsoo o w5 Hs 25 33
122-smt self- propelied 20 20 20 b2.] [ 125
" 132-mm setl-propelicd 20 - 20 20 35 55
L bewzer . e e e s - S
BM-2) euliiple rocker 130 1s 125 128 125 130 1
h““’ﬂ PR T — . b e AR Rt Pk o e e ek "
BM.27 multiple rocket 20 b 10 10 15 23 :
3 hum N
and 1985—a cesult of the decision to withdraw ali bul  provided greater protection for convoys that were
one tank regiment from the countey. The Soviet under more frequent attack by the insurgents as the
Torces” need for tanks in Afghanistan is relatively war progresses. The.BMP-2 with its J0-mm automat-

smahl, and the opportunities for their use gre limited.  ic cannron is belter suited for convoy protection than is
the old BMP wilh its 73-mm smoothbore gun, and the .
Sovicts added more than 500 BMP-2s between 1980 J

Much larger numbers of armored personnel carriers  and 1986. Sell-propelled artiltery holdings increased

{APCs) are used, principally lor escort duty and

perimeter patrol. BYR-50 and BTR-68 armored per-

sonnel carricrs were replaced with BTR-J0s, which

T A TY T




Flgure 2 -
©Sovies Alreraft in Afghanistun -

ML-28 Arsack Hellcopter.
v Provido fre suppont with & mixixee of 11T -mo .
& and 3wy guns, ST-wm and 0mm rocketr, .
snd AT-1 gad AT antltand missites,

At-4 Beavy Lifs Trensport Helicerir Witk
BMD-1 Airborne Combet Yehicle,

The MI-S Iy the largest helicopter wsed In
Afghanisten. Howewer, It pooe performance of
Myker aliitudes and temperatures ond i1z
vulnerability fo attack keep it from belng wied as
an axsavlt sroop carrfer,
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in 1984 and 1985 as pan of the modernization effort
occurring throughout the Soviet forces. At the same
time, the Soviels began to expand their inventory by
phacing artillery in uniis that normally did not have it
as part of their 1able of equipment. (=

The Costs of Military Operntioas in Afghssbian

We estimate that, from e December 1979 through
December 1986, the Soviels spent about 15 billion
subles on the direet conduct of the war (to pul these
cullays in perspective, we estimate that in $982, the
Soviet military spent 2-9 bilfien rubles for airerah
procurement alone)’ Figure 3 shows the distribution
of these costs by the major resouree categories of
procurement, construclicn, personnel. and operations
and meintenance (OAM). *

A dollar valuation of the Soviet activities in Afghani-
stan Yor L9BO-86 is about 548 biliion in 1984 prices
{s¢¢ table A-2 in appendix A), or an average annual
coat of about 37 billion. This amobnt is caleulared by
applying prevailing US prices and wages to the Soviet
activities in Afghanistan: the US cost of procuring the
same supplics and equipment, maintaining the same
military force in Afghanistan, and cperating tha
force in the same manner as the Soviets, Over the
13-year period 1964-16, the United States spent the
cquivalent of nearly $330 bilkion (in 1984 pricesy on its
involvement in Southcast Asia. On an avcrage annual
basis, US outlays were four times greater than thosc
of the USSR for its involvement in Afghanistan, The
dollar value of the Snviel peak-year (1986} outlay in
Alghanistan is less than I35 percent of the US peak-
year {1968) cutlay of 365 billion.

Since the invasion of Afghanistan in 1979, the war
has become increasingly costly to the Soviets. Over
the past seven years they have built up their weapons
inventories, experienced greater aircralt and equip-
ment Josses, and sharply increased their use of ammu-
nition. In 1980 the USSR spent about 1.5 billion
rubles, or 1.5 percent of iis total defensc buager. on
Afghanistan. Qutlays grew al an average aanuval rate

* Al tuble cost Jata used to dovebop this ctimeic are in constant
AL prices.

Flgure 3 *
Soviet Coats for Afghan War: Disiributisn -
by Resource Category, 1950-36*

Paeens

Ammunilion
M
Eywipmen
9
Organizational
cquipmemt

b

Operationm snd
waltizance

*Based on ruble cout extimaies in 1982 pricer.

of 12 percent, so that by 1935 tolal expendilures
amounted to 2.7 billion rubles and 100k about 2.5
percent of the total. Combat activity by Soviel ground
forces in 1986 was substantially reduced as part of the
Sevict policy of wrning more of the combat burden
over to the Afghan army. En terms of yuble outlays,
the cutback by the ground forees has been mote than
offset by increased air forces activity and related
expenditures. These increascs do not extend to air-
craft losses, however, where we estimale the Sovicts
suffered fewer Josses in 1986 than in 1985. Qur
pretiminary estim=ie of costs for 1986 shows only a
slight increase over those for 1935. e

Of the |5 biilion rubles of total estimated cosis
through 1286, about §2 billion rubles are expenses
directly incurred by the war for such things as
equipment losses, ammunition expended. shipping




oosts, and out-cf-country pay. The rensainder repre-
sents the pracelime costs of the forces that are
deployed te Afghanistan—cests that would have been
incurred even without the war.*  —

Our estimate of 1otal costs Whrough 1986 is more
likely 10 be high than low. In calculating the total, we
used the high side of 2 range of estimated aircraft
lossex and an actounting procedure that uses maxi-
mum costs for equipment replacement. Use of the Jow
estimane for aircraft losses would reduce our estimate
of the 1otal coat of the war by nearly 2 billion rubles.
An sccounting procedure based on depeeciated valves
wottld reduce our lotal by another 3-3.5 billion rubles.
Together, these lower estimates amount to one-hall a
percent of cumulative Soviet defense spending for the
period {980-86. ¢

The estimate of total expenditures is subject to sther
unceriainties. Given the varying rates of uncertainty
among the many components of the estimare, we
calculaie that 3 worst case—where all individual
compenenis of the estimate are either undentated or
overstated 1o subjectively derived Jimits—would resull
in an crror of = 4 billion rubles, or about 25 percent
of the total through 1986 Because of the tendency for
errors to be partizlly offseiting, however, the uncer-
1ainy of our estimate probably is more in the range of
+ 2 billion rubles or less.

Procurement

Over the scven-year period of the estimate. procure-
ment accounted for ene-hall of all Sovict cous. This
category includes the costs of ammunition, replacing
destroyed equipment, and procuring organizational
equipment. For purposes of this estimate we have
assumned that the Sovicts replaced all destroyed oquip-
ment with new equipment of the same kind and paid
the full replacement cost.

Ammunition. The Sovicls™ largest procurement expen-
diture was for ammunition. To estimatc air ammuni-
tion expenditures, we used known ordnance-carrying
Tactors for each type of aircralt and estimates of the
number of sorties Rown per year. All-source data on
ground munitions expenditures provided the basis for
a method that calculates the average weight of am-
munition expended per day per man for the year

Seerel—

Figwre 4
Saviet Expenciture of Ammsanition I
Afghankstsn, 1980-85
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1385, The resulting facior was used 10 caleutate
ammunition expenditures, by type of munition, for
each of the years of the study. /

We estimate that during the period 1980-86, the
Soviets used more than 780,000 metric tons of ground
ard air munitions at 2 cost of 3:7 illion rubles. This
includes the value of alt ammunition, some of which
was stolen and some of which was caplured or
destroycd, that the Soviets shipped to Afghanistan. In
1983 they began 1o rely much more heavily on air
operations as a tactical option. This resulted in a
dramatic increase in the use of air munitions (sce
figure 4). Gravity bambs represent the largest catego-
ry of air munitions expended.. We estimate that Sovies
aircraft stationed in Afghanistan dropped more
bombs in 1985 than the otal they dropped in the first
three years of the conflict.

? [a July 1985, an cstimated 1000 metric lons of ammunition was .

lost in an explosion a1 a supply dump at Bagram aisfield.




Antillery represented the largest category of ground
ammunition expended, accounting for nearly 45 per-
cent of total ground forces munitions costs ihroughout
the seven-year period. In the carly 19805 the Soviaws
deployed automatic mortars 10 Alfghaniztai. In
1984-85 fonger range ficld guns and more self-
propelled artillery were brought in. These measures
resulted in increased expenditures of ammunition.

“.—f..:..
) “

Egnipment Repiacement. Between 1980 and 1986 we
estimate that the Soviels replaced sircrafi, armored
vehicles, ground forces weapons, tanks, and trucks
valued at 3 billion rubles. Aircralt accounted for more
than 30 percent of the Lotal. Table 3 shows the
aumber fot in each category through 1985, ¢~

There is a wide range in the estimates of the number
of Soviet aircrall destroyed in Afghanistan since
1979. The coat estimates in this paper refleg, the
higher numbers—750 aircrafy through 1985, If we
used the lower numbers-—some 320 aircraft—our cost
cslimates would be reduced by neasly 2 billiop rubles.!

Of the extimared 750 Sovict ajrerafl destroyed from
21l causes during the period 1980-35, nearly 640, or
85 percent, were helicopters (see figures 5 and 6). The
value of helicoplers destroved in 1985 is estimated o
be equal to 35 percent of the valus of all helicepters
procured by the military in that year. Despite the

* lszge numbers of helicopters fost by the Soviets in
Afghanistan, we did not detect increaces in produciion
to make up for these losses. Losses may have been
replaced out of cxisting stocks, delaying the introdoe-
tion of new equipment into peacetime unils, but we
have no evidence of this.*

In contrast, we estimate that fewer than 100 fighter

and pround anack aircraft were lost from alf causes .

during the period 1980-85. This six-year total is only

Y The question of Soviet air Josses will be addroised in a forthoom-
ing SOVA study, The use of the high estimale-=730 aircrall—in
1his paper waa deliberate in ordes 1o azrive ap 5 maalmum cost
tstimate. The tow figure—320 aiteraft—is bawed on firm evidence
in which 1he Intelligence Ct tty bas high confid Estimal-
ed losses beyond 320 aircralt are based on las ceriain evidence,

* Apher interpretation of this spparen) anomaly it that 1he Mgh
alimate of aircrafl leves may be in error.

Seerer"
Table 3 .
Sovket Eaxlpment Losses -
In Afghanisian, 1930-85
Number Lost

Tracks . 3230

Armored vebicicy T

L S . o .
Abr Tareest ¢ e——
... Helicopuers . PN o SV,

Fided-wing sircralt « 105 i

# Irctodes feld anillcry, moruars, 20d muhipie rocket hunchers.
S Frpanss For 2o forees ars (b high end of 2 tange of estimates.
+ Enchedes transporis,

T

slightly grester than the anaual peacetime training
attrilion rate of about 70 1actical aircraft for the
Sovict Air Forces. The relatively small number of
fixed-wing aircraft lost may reflect the difficuliy the
insurgents have in tracking and destroying Soviet
fighters as well as the suceess of the countermeasures
taken by the Soviets 1o offsel growing insurgent
capabilitics. Preliminary estimaics for tbe year 1986
indicate that Soviet aircraf losses were less than they
were in 198%.

The value of Soviet ground forces equipment losses in
Afghanistan for the period 1930-56 is estimated at
nearly 500 miilion rubles, Most equipment losszs
occur during attacks on & -.voys and perimeter pa-
trols. Cargo trucks represented the greatest loss in
terms of numbers, but they accounted for only about
10 percent of the estimated 10tal value of ground

forces equipment destroyed. The fargest loss was that .

of more than 300 1anks, whosz replacement cost
amounted 1o 45 percent of the value of all ground
forces equipment estimated 1o have been lost. Other




Figure & .
Alghun dnsurgents and Their Wespons l -
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Figure 6
Soriet Alreraft Destroyed In
Afghanistan, 1980-86*

Nuwher of airvraly

Il Frampons
R Ground auni
Il Beliopren

1980 3 ) L4 -1 .5

*This figere reproients the high side of a range of evimates.

eseort vehicles such as APCs sulfered sclatively high
casualties because they are among the first 1o be
targeted in a convoy attack. We estimate that more
than 650 of these escest vehicles, valued at £25
million rubles, were destroyed over the period
1980-85.

Orgunizational Equipment. Organizational equip-
ment consists of supplies necessary for the smooth
operation af any onit. The category includes mess
gear, tents, oots, lypewriters, communications sys-
tems, test cquipment, repair manuals, ools, and thou-
sands of atheritems. The cost of supplying organiza-
tional equipment to Soviet troops in Afghanistan
through 1986 is estimaied at over 800 milfion subles,
with ground forces accounting for more than 90
percent of the total.

Comstrscilon .
During the period 1980-86, Sovict expendilures for
construction in Afghanistan amounted 10 350 million
rubles, or 2 percent of the 10tal. Sixty percent of 1his
amount is estimated 10 have been spent during the
first thres years. {

Consiruction projects counted in this estimate include
pipelines ad poriablz pumping stations: aitfield run-
ways, laxiways, and parking areas: housing and sup-
port areas; and a small thermal-eleciric power planr.
Not incladed—TFor lack of data-—wese the coats of
repairing damaged roads, pipelines, and facilitics. We
assume that these repairs were made by Soviet mili-
tary personne), for whom costs are already incfuded in
our estimate. Thus, we believe that any additional
coats of repair were small. 7

Most of the facilitics constructed were relatively jow
©ost and semipermanent-—for example, storage build-
ings, Quonser huts, barracks, tenls, and small aireraft
hangars. The most costly facilities were 375 kilome-
1ess of eil-aupply pipeline with 46 partable pumping
slations, a small 12,0080-kilowatt thermal-clectsic
powser plant in Kabul, and some new airfictd runways
aad parking areas constructed of pierced steed plank.

£ cwmaae

The facilities that the Soviets use in Afghanistan are
barely adequate to support the present forcs and level
of operations. Any significant buildup of forces would
require an expansion of these facilitics. {

Personme]

Personnel expenditures amounted to 2.9 billion rubles,
of 19 percent of the total, during the 1980-36 period.
Personne) gutlays include pay and aliowances, lood,
clothing, and transportation cosis for the 30,000 1o
120,000 Sovict troops in country over the seven-year
period (including those of the military advisory £roup)..
and the estimated 20,000 1o 40,000 supparnt personned
in the Turkestan Military Distriet. ¢

Forty percent of pessonnel expenditures represents the
oul-of-couniry bonus of double base pay for Sovict
career military personnet and the additional cost of
food. clothing. and transportation in Afghanistan.
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We have high confidence in our estimaie of perzonns?
costs. We belicve it ix correct to within £ 10 percent.
We have less confidence in other estimates, such a3
the cost of supplics ard equipmeznt and the cost of
treating the wounded. If our estimate of outside
support-—our Jeast reliable manpower estimale-
should be off by 55 much 13 £ 50 percent (30,000 10
20,000 mien), the effect on to2al costs would amount to
sbout = 200 miltion rubles over the entire six-year
periad. Thus, the impact of uncertainty in this catego-
7y is minimal.

Oyerations ard Malxtenance

Expendiwres for O&M for the period 1950-86
amounted to 4.6 hiltios vubles, or 30 percent of the
estiraated total. The biggest expense in this catego-
ry—some 3.5 billion rubles—was the cost of main-
taining ground and air forces cquipment in a vear
environment. In addition, some 675 miltion subles
were spent to repair war damage to this equipmens,

CGutlays {or POL during the period 1980-86 are
estimated at 330 million rubles. In 1980, Sovict forces
used an estimated 360,000 metric tons of POL. By
1986 use had increasad Lo over 650,000 metric tons.
About 65 pereent of the toul value was zccounted for
by air ferces. These estimares are basedls,
© " fthat were instrumental in cstabhish-
ing such factofs as the average distance a vehicle
traveled in @ year anid the average sortic duration of
an aircraft on cach of ils missions. L
Much of the increasing cost of the war was the result
of the rising numbcr of hours flown by morc sophisti-
cated Sovict airerafl, In 19802 MIG-21 averaged less
than 100 hours of flying time per year at a cosi of
4,600 rubles per hour. Nearly 60 percent of this cost
was for vhe one-hall metric ton of ordnance it carried
and expended during each sortic. Most of the remain.
der was the cost of maintenance, POL accounted for
_slightly more than 3 pereent of the cost of an haur’s
flying. By 1985 the MIG-2)] had been replaced by the
SU-17 and SU-25, whick were Aying three to four
tiines as often at an hourly cost averaging nearly
15,000 rubles, Larger payloads and higher mainte.
nance costs per aircrall contributed to these increas-
ing outlays. During the seven-year period, aic forces

maintenance cosis went up by abaut 150 percent, and
those of the ground forces increased by nearly 10
pereent. ”

Military and Economlc Ald

The value of military and economic aid Seliveries
from the USSR to the Democratic Republic of
Afghanisian (DRA) hss remained steady, averaging
400-600 million rubles per year? The totsl—3.5
billion rubles in 1980-86—is net included in our
t5-billion-ruble estimate of the cost of the war for the
same lime period becavse, with the exceplion of
ammunition and some used equipment that the Sovi-
13 may pravide {ree, the Afghan Government report-
ediy pays for its arms imporis and about one-third of
ils counomic aid from the USSR, The DRA pays lor
Jits military and coonomic xid lasgely thiough he sale
of its natural gas. The Soviets 1ake about 90 percent
of Afghanistan’s annuat production, which reduces its
debt to the Sovict Union by mare than $300 mitlion 4
year.

Arms transfers from the USSR te Afghanistan place
{hat country behind onfy Vietnam and Cuba in terms
of value roeceived by Marxist Third World states since
the start of the Afghan war. Most acims deliveries
consisted of ammunition, spare parts, and zome re-
Placement equipmeni. Replacement equipment is dif-
ficult to track, bur that provided to the Alghans, while
sufficient 10 maintain Kabul's forces at their current
size, i5 less sophisticaled than that provided to most
other arms clients in the Third World or used by the
Sovicts themszalves in Afghanisian. Moteover, there
arc indications the Sovicts are unwilling to replace all
Afghan cquipment that has been lost, stolen, or
destroyed. In eame enses, armored peroane] carners
have been replaced by less expensive trucks, probably
becanse of the Afghan army’s relatively poor record
of caring for its equipment. .-

? Unlike estimates for the cout of Soviet involvement in Afghant-
stan, which are in constant prices. ruble estimaies for military and
economic aid are in current prices,




Since the war, the USSR has largely replaced Wesi-
ern lenders and donors in providing economic suppont
tothe DRA. Deliverits from the USSR since 1979 are
estimated at approximately 1.5 billion rubles. They
included basic commaditics such as wheal, sugar, il
producis, consumer goods, and industeial raw materi-
als under a grant sid program. Much of 1he economic
development that is being paid for by the DRA was
designed lo support Sovict military logistie require-
ments. To this extent, the Soviets are transferring pant
of the burden of the war to the DRA. This activity
inchnles such projects as the new bridge over the Amu
Darya, two cil-product pipelines, expansion at Kabul
airport, the construction of seven new airiclds, and
work on road and rail transport Facilities,

Owilook

Thus far, the war in Afghanistan has bec refatively

incapensiva for the Sovicts for the following reasons:

» Less than 3 percent of the USSR's armed Torces is
cngzged full-1ime in the conduct of the war.

*» Activity levels of a guerrilla war arc gencraliy much
lower than those of a convenlional theater confict.
Small-scale combat operations are the nurm; large-
scale offensives are the exception,

* Supply lines are relatively short, often shorter than
some enlirely within the Soviet Unien.

 » Older, less expensive equipment was used, at least in
+ the carly years.

» Military aid to Afghanistan is largely pid for by
the DRA. *

Al the present level of cflort, Afghan-related costs
represent only 2 to 2.5 percent of tota) Soviet defense
spending. Costs have risen at a rate of 12 percent a
year, but there are signs chey will grow mote slowly or
fevel off jn 1he future. Over the past several months,
Moscow has been shawing some indications of at-
templing lo lower its mititary profile in orderto
[acilitate a political scttlement, Gorbachey on 28 July,
for example, announced a decision 1o withdraw six
regiments from Afghanistan, which could have
amounted 10 7,000 10 8,000 troops. In fact, the net
number of troops withdrawn was fewer than 2,000~z
reduction that will have little or no effect on Soviet
capabilities and will reduce costs associated with the

n

war in Afghanistan by only 50 million subles per year.”
Although the withdrawal was a sham, we think -
Moscow will not want to change its posiure of main-
taining that the forces on hand can control the
insurgency.

We do ¢xpeet lo see continued growth in the cosis of

" air operations for at least another year:

= Increased Soviet use of airstrikes—as well as artik
lery support—is one of several ways of helping the
Afghan army lo get on ils fect and of culting back
on direct operations by Sovict ground troops.

Alrficlds in Afghanisian wre being upgraded and
improved. Analysis indicates that thess improve-
ments are probably intended to support mare air-
craft, expand logistic capabilitics, and improvg
security.

The number of Sovicl helicopters in Afghsnistan is
increasing, and more helicopters age being used in
support of Soviel special forces. This indicates at
least 2 continuation and probably an expansion of
the Soviels” successful policy of seeking cut and
somelimes ambushing tesistance groups. At the
same lime, the insurgents are continning to improve
marginally their capabilities for downing Soviet and
Alghan aircrall.

We cxpect the Soviels 1o continue ta limit the te-
sources they are commilting (o ground eperaltions as
they purste political and military strategies for disen-
gaging their foress that include tuming more of the
burden of such operations over 10 the Afghan army.

Over the tast year the Soviel leadership has indicated
more clearly than in the past that it is frustrated with
the stow progress of the war and would like to be abla -
to withdraw its troops. At the February (936 party
congress, General Secietary Gorbacher refcred 1o

tke Afghanistan war as a “bleeding wound,” the
starkest deseription y2t from a Soviel leader. Moscow

=
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has mounted a sleady propagands campaign 1o con-
vinte both globel opinion and its own population that
it is sincerely secking a political solution 1o the war.
None of the changes in the Soviet military effort over
the past year, however, appear to stem from a need to
win the war quickly, of from a willingness to accept
significantly higher costs, cven lemporarily, in the
hooe of 2 quick solutien. On the political front. the
Sovicls have been unwilling 10 make even minor
concessions that would affect their continuing miki-
tary effort—witness 1he sham “withdrawal” in the
fai.t -~

In shon, the Sovieis do not appear ready to abandon
their fundamenial goal of establishing in Kabul a2 pro-
Communist regime that is stable and can rule the
country withoul a large Soviet preseace. The slow but
steady rise in the economic cost of the war reflests
Moascow's continued determingtion to do what ix
necessary 10 deal with the betrer armed resistance.,
while resisting the temptation to try 16 win the war
quickly. Recent changes in sitatexy, expecially the
increase in air operations, have raised costs somewhat
mere rapidly than in the pas, but the leadership
apparently believes that such costs thus far have been
relatively low and have not been a substantial drain on
the Sorict cconomy. If the Sovicis cventually decide
1o wilhdraw, we belicve that decision would be based
on political and milhiary considecations rather than on
cconomic factors,

LY
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Appendix A i
Statistical Tables

Table A-} Million 1532 ruMex
USSR: The Ruble Coat of Tuvolrement In Alghanistan, 1930-85«
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Appendix B
Methodelogical Approaches

Estimating Physical Quantitfes and Activity Levels

Mazpower

Sovici manpower tstimates are based on numerous
finished inielligence reports that gave manpower by
specific combat units and by combat and rear services
support categories. These unit and category data werc
combined with our pay and allowance factors to
caloulate personnel costs. Estimates of manpower in
the USSR supporting Soviet forces in Afghanistan
during the period [980-86 were exirapolated from zn
estimate of the mwmber of milltary personnel in the
Turkestan Military Distnct in 1930 working [ull-time
in support of the war in Afghanistan. We have less
confidence in our cstimate of suppart manpawcr
witliin the Seviet Union than in that for miliary
manpower in Afghanictan, but it is consistemt with the
size of the invading force and the level of wanime
activily. -

Equipment Holdiags
Estimates of major equipment holdings are agrecd
positions held by various members of the Intelligence
Community and

1.

Dats on equipment destroyed and damaged come
from detailed anzlysis of 3ll-source data, Often, how-
cver, na distinciion can be made between Soviel and
Aflghsn equipment or between destroyed and dam-
aged equipment. At times, the model or type of
equipment involved in the repart is not known, In
these eases, we cstimate the type of cquipment (for
replacement cost catcutations), using known Savict
and Pemocralic Republic of Alghanistan equipment
holdings and activity levels,

Urage Rates i

Estimates of rates of usc of pelroleum, aif, and
Jubricants (POL)} and ammunition rely on a variety of
sources Lhal were instrumenial in establishing such
factors as the average distance a vebicle traveled ina
year and the sortie duration of a helicopter on cach of
ils lypes of missions,

Fslimstes of usage of POL ard ammunition by the
Soviet air lorces in Afghanistan vary acoording to
afveraft type, mission, and order of battle {0/B). The
Rying times of five aircralt types—heticopter sitack,
helicopier transpont, fixed-wing sttack, fixed-wing
reconnaizuancs, and Racd-wing transport—were ap-
portioncd among 1hc airstrike, corvoy supporl, recon-
naiswance, Cargo transport, 2nd troop [ransport mis-
sions. A sr example, an attack helicoptes might
spend 41} percent of its lime on xirstrike missions, 30
percent on vonvoy suppart, 10 percent on reconngis-
sance missions, and the remaining 20 percent on troop
wransport. ~ "

Because the mis of dircraft was not the same esch
year, it was nceessary to develop 2 table of “condition-
al probabilities.” This table was used 10 weight the
chances of 8 particular type of atrcrafl being used on
# parsticular mission by the number and type of
aircnaft available. Once we determined bow cach
aircralt was used and how much time it spent in each
of its possible rales, we veed krown usage-ste factors
o determing how much fucl and ordnance cach used.

Data on ground munitions cxpendilures come pre-
dominamly fromfl, at provide dala
on total ground mumiions expenditures for varions
units and time periods. We judge the Jengihs of time
covered Lo be surficient to eliminate the distertion
arising ftom peaks and troughs in combat operations.
The reponts 1ist ground munitions by specific type, the
total number of rounds expended for the period, and
the number remaining in stock. Each munilion line
enlry was converted into the corresponding weight in
melzic lons and aggregated by class of munitions:
small arms. all grenades{antitank and hard). anil-
lery, martars, and multiple rocket launchers. An
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average weight expended per day per man was derer-
mined from the total by dividing the weight-per-day
figure by the on-sirength personnel holdings of the
unil. By multiplying this weight per day per man by
365 and then by the estimaied number of Savict
ground combat personnel in Afghanistan in (985, we
obained an estimated ground munitions eapenditure
for 19835 of 60,418 mettic Lons. Repeating this for
1980 yiclded an cstimate of 43,274 melric tons,
Intespelation generated the missing fignres for the
years 193).84.7

We estimated POL for ground forces using data op
rates of vehicle use snd fuel consumpiion. ’

! ) 3 1980 Sovict motor uanspun

YonuIes N v wniern part of Alghanistan traveled an
averzge of 29.9 kilometers per day and those in the
western part traveled an average of 38.8 kilpmeters
per day. An index developed from dala on increasing
use of air munilions and aviation POL and the '
growing numbers of military personncl were used 1o
caleulate Increasing transponiation requiremcnts,
From these data, we calculated average distances
traveled by trucks (or cach of the sulsequent years.
We then multiplicd fuel consumption rates for ¢ach
type of vehicle 1o obtain an estimate of the total
smount of fuel used cach year.” We added 2 factor for
POL, consumption by weapon system and an addition-
al 10 percent for wasie, spillage, theft, and combat
losses,

Ass-pbﬂs Used in Estimating Costs

After the physical guantities and activity levels associ~
ated with the war had been estimatcd, a set of
assumplions and counting rules was cstablished:

+ No additiona) Sovict divisions werc cslablished as a
direct resull of the war. Ten divisions that appeared
during the period were considered to be part of the
military’s planned peacetine expansion.

L -2

= Noadditional manpower was obiained. Annual
incraases in tors) Savies military manpower were
assumed 10 be the result of normal peacetime
conscriplion aclivilies,

The cost of replacing destroyed equipment and
expended ammenition was the Tull replacement or
stock replacement cost, not the commonly acccpied
accounting concept of “depreciated value

No account was taken of the fact that old destroyed
equipment way have been replaced with newer,
more expensive models. For example, 2 MIG-2)
that was shot down might be replaced by 2 M1G-23.
Only when the néwer equipment is destroyed and
repliced do we acconnt for the higher cost,7 ~°

The use of full replacement costs resulted in an
estimaie for procurement that was on tbe high side of
our uncertainty range, Foe purposes of comparison,
we made some calculations on the basis of hypotbeti-
cal depreciated values aysigned to equipment and
supplics. The results suggesied that, had these depre-
ciated values been used, the estimate of the cost of the
war duting the period 1980-36 would have been lower
by 3-3.5 billion rubles, ail of which would have been
incremental coats, :
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